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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Claims 

1. Claims 1-31 were previously pending in this application. Claims 1 and 17 were 
amended, and claim 16 was canceled in the reply filed October 4, 2007. Claims 1-15 
and 17-31 are currently pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-15 and 17-31 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 6-7, 10, 13-14, 17-19, 22-23, 26, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wiser, U.S. Pat. No. 6,868,403 (Reference A 
of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20070320) in view of Yamanaka, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 
7,072,861 (Reference A of the attached PTO-892). 

5. As per claims 1 and 17, Wiser teaches providing to a Consumer a service 
invocation specification by a service Provider (column 18, lines 45-50); providing to the 
Consumer first validation data related to a service of the service Provider (column 18, 
lines 54-57); receiving from the Consumer the set of second validation data responsive 
to said first validation data and complying with said service invocation specification 



I 
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(column 18, lines 58-63); and providing the service process responsive to evaluation of 
said set of second validation data for compliance with said service invocation 
specification (column 19, lines 31-34). Wiser does not explicitly teach processing the 
first validation data by the Consumer in accordance with the services invocation 
specification to generate a second set of validation data; and processing the set of 
second validation data by the service Provider to evaluate a capability of the Consumer 
to use the service of the service Provider. Yamanaka teaches processing the first 
validation data by the Consumer in accordance with the services invocation 
specification to generate a second set of validation data (column 15, lines 9-11); and 
processing the set of second validation data by the service Provider to evaluate a 
capability of the Consumer to use the service of the service Provider (column 15, lines 
15-18). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to incorporate the above teachings of Yamanaka into the method 
and article of manufacture taught by Wiser to determine if a consumer has enough 
media storing capacity to store desired digital content prior to its transmission (as taught 
by Yamanaka; column 15, lines 8-11). 

6. As per claims 2 and 18, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser further teaches 
said second validation data include data elements that are not included within said first 
validation data and are generated by said Consumer in response to said first validation 
data (column 18, lines 58-63). 

7. As per claims 3 and 19, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser further teaches 
analyzing compliance by said second validation data with said service invocation 
specification (column 18, lines 64-66). 

8. As per claims 6 and 22, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 1 7 as described above. Wiser further teaches at 
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least some of said first validation data are generated by a source other than said 
Provider (column 15, lines 19-20). 

9. As per claims 7 and 23, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser further teaches 
said Provider performs validation without charge (column 3, line 61; column 14, line 47 - 
column 15, line 8). 

10. As per claims 10 and 26, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser further teaches 
said Provider validates all second validation data submitted by a Consumer and thereby 
provides service to all Consumers that submit second validation data (column 3, lines 
20-22; column 18, lines 64-66). 

11. As per claims 1 3 and 29, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser further teaches the 
Provider notifies the Consumer that the step of providing the service is contingent on at 
least one of: amount of time elapsed since receipt of second validation data remaining 
below a threshold; reconfirmation after a scheduled time; and the service will only be 
provided along with other services (column 22, lines 4-17). 

1 2. As per claims 1 4 and 30, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser further teaches 
Receiving a Consumer request for first validation data Responsive to said request 
(column 18, line 49), transmitting said first validation data to said service Consumer 
(column 18, lines 52-53). 

13. Claims 4, 15, 20, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wiser, et al. in view of Yamanaka, et al. as applied to claims 1 and 
1 7 above, in further view of Official Notice. 

14. As per claims 4 and 20, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 1 7 as described above. Wiser in view of 
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Yamanaka does not explicitly teach said step of analyzing compliance is performed by a 
third party that transmits the results thereof to the Provider. Official Notice was taken 
that it is old and well-known in the art to have compliance analyzed by a third party that 
transmits the results; and it would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the above finding of Official Notice 
into the teachings of Wiser in view of Yamanaka, for example, to achieve a more 
reliable and impartial verification result. 

1 5. As per claims 1 5 and 31 , Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser in view of 
Yamanaka further teaches said service invocation specification comprises specifications 
for a delivered service (column 18, lines 47-49). Wiser does not explicitly teach which 
delivered service is supplied in part by at least one third-party Provider that supplies at 
least one service to said Provider that is included in the delivered service supplied to 
said Consumer. Official Notice was taken that it is old and well-known in the art that a 
delivered service is supplied in part by at least one third-party provider that supplies at 
least one service to said provider that is included in the delivered service supplied to 
said consumer; and it would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the above finding of Official Notice into 
the teachings of Wiser in view of Yamanaka, for example, so that a third party can 
provide certain services that the provider does not wish to directly, and thereby 
achieving greater efficiency. 

16. Claims 5 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wiser, et al. in view of Yamanaka, et al. as applied to claims 1 and 17 above, in further 
view of Stolfo, et al., U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2001/0044785 (Reference B of the PTO-892 
part of paper no. 20070320). 

1 7. As per claims 5 and 21 , Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser in view of 
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Yamanaka does not teach said first validation data include at least one error injected 
therein; and said second validation data include an indication of said injected errors. 
Stolfo teaches said first validation data include at least one error injected therein fl| 
0061); and said second validation data include an indication of said injected errors flf 
0065). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention to incorporate said first validation data include at least one error 
injected therein; and said second validation data include an indication of said injected 
errors into the teachings of Wiser in view of Yamanaka for use in data encryption (as 
taught by Stolfo, If 0061). 

18. Claims 8-9, 12, 24-25, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wiser, et al. in view of Yamanaka, et al. as applied to claims 1 and 
17 above, in further view of Tadano, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 2002/0165807 (Reference C of 
the PTO-892 part of paper no. 20070320). 

19. As per claims 8 and 24, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser in view of 
Yamanaka does not teach said Provider charges said Consumer for services at a rate 
that depends on the result of said validation. Tadano teaches Provider charges said 
Consumer for services at a rate that depends on the result of said validation (fflf 0093- 
94). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to incorporate said Provider charges said Consumer for services at a 
rate that depends on the result of said validation into the teachings of Wiser in view of 
Yamanaka in order to implement a result-dependent billing scheme (as taught by 
Tadano, U 0093). 

20. As per claims 9 and 25, Wiser in view of Yamanaka and Tadano teaches the 
method and article of manufacture of claims 8 and 24 as described above. Tadano 
further teaches said Provider charges at a first rate for services for which the Consumer 
has qualified and at a second rate for services for which the Consumer has not qualified 
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(fl 0097). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to incorporate said Provider charges at a first rate for services 
for which the Consumer has qualified and at a second rate for services for which the 
Consumer has not qualified into the teachings of Wiser in view of Yamanaka and 
Tadano in order to provide discounts for approved users (as taught by Tadano, 0097). 

21 . As per claims 12 and 28, Wiser in view of Yamanaka and Tadano teaches the 
method and article of manufacture of claims 8 and 24 as described above. Tadano 
further teaches said Provider charges said Consumer for services at a rate that reflects 
an additional cost to said Provider for supplying services to a Consumer that has not 
met the provisions of said service invocation specification fl[ 0015). It would have been 
prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
incorporate said Provider charges said Consumer for services at a rate that reflects an 
additional cost to said Provider for supplying services to a Consumer that has not met 
the provisions of said service invocation specification into the teachings of Wiser in view 
of Yamanaka and Tadano in order to provide a discounted rate to previously registered 
customers (as taught by Tadano, U 0015). 

22. Claims 1 1 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wiser, et al. in view of Yamanaka, et al. as applied to claims 1 and 17 above, in 
further view of Jansen, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 6,243,450 (Reference D of the PTO-892 part 
of paper no. 20070320). 

23. As per claims 1 1 and 27, Wiser in view of Yamanaka teaches the method and 
article of manufacture of claims 1 and 17 as described above. Wiser in view of 
Yamanaka does not teach said Provider performs validation without charge below a 
service threshold and thereafter charges said Consumer for additional validation 
services. Jansen teaches said Provider performs validation without charge below a 
service threshold and thereafter charges said Consumer for additional validation 
services (column 12, lines 38-40). It would have been prima facie obvious to one 
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having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate said Provider 
performs validation without charge below a service threshold and thereafter charges 
said Consumer for additional validation services into the teachings of Wiser in view of 
Yamanaka to allow a grace amount threshold (as taught by Jansen, column 12, line 38). 

Conclusion 

24. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel P. Vetter whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1366. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 8am 
to 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on (571) 272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





JOHN W. HAVES 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



